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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This communication is in response to Applicant's communications filed on September 5 5 
2006. Claims 97-103, 106-1 12, 1 14 and 1 17-126 are pending in this application. 

Supplemental Notice of Allowance 

2. The Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) submitted on September 1, 2006 and the 
resubmitted IDS dated September 5, 2006 have been fully considered by the examiner. The 
following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter after 
considering both the Information Disclosure Statements. 

3. The prior art of record (Brown et al, Journal of Portfolio Management, Spring 1980) 
teaches a method for measuring the relative accuracy of multiple analysts' estimates at one or 
more points in time for one or more events, comprising: generating, for each of the multiple 
analysts, for one or more events, on one or more given days, a relative accuracy score by 
comparing the accuracy of an analyst's estimate for an event on a given day relative to the 
average accuracy of the estimates for analysts having estimates for the event on the given day, 
wherein generating the relative accuracy score for each analyst further comprises providing a 
numerator that compares an analyst's error on the given day with the average analyst error on 
that day, providing a denominator that normalizes the numerator and generating individual 
relative accuracy ratings for each of the multiple analysts, for one or more events. 

Even though, the prior art of record teaches the above mentioned steps, the prior art of 
record fails to teach a computer-implemented method for measuring the relative accuracy of 
multiple analysts' estimates at one or more points in time for one or more events including the 
step wherein the numerator comprises the difference between an analyst's absolute error in an 



Application/Control Number: 09/982,838 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3628 

estimate and the average absolute error among a plurality of analysts' estimates. For these 
reasons claim 97 is deemed to be allowable over the prior art of record. 

Even though, the prior art of record teaches the above mentioned steps, the prior art of 
record fails to teach a computer-implemented method for measuring the relative accuracy of 
multiple analysts' estimates at one or more points in time for one or more events including the 
step wherein the denominator comprises a function of a plurality of values to insure that the 
relative accuracy score is normalized in proportion to a plurality of factors to meaningfully 
compare relative accuracy scores. For these reasons claim 98 is deemed to be allowable over the 
prior art of record. 

Even though, the prior art of record teaches the above mentioned steps, the prior art of 
record fails to teach a computer-implemented method for measuring the relative accuracy of 
multiple analysts' estimates at one or more points in time for one or more events including the 
step wherein the normalizing step normalizes the relative accuracy score around a neutral 
value. For these reasons claim 99 is deemed to be allowable over the prior art of record, and 
claim 100 is allowed by dependency. 

Even though, the prior art of record teaches the above mentioned steps, the prior art of 
record fails to teach a computer-implemented method for measuring the relative accuracy of 
multiple analysts' estimates at one or more points in time for one or more events including the 
step wherein the denominator is determined by selecting a maximum value from a plurality of 
values. For these reasons claim 120 is deemed to be allowable over the prior art of record, and 
claims 121-124 are allowed by dependency. 



Application/Control Number: 09/982,838 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3628 

The prior art of record (Brown et al, Journal of Portfolio Management, Spring 1980) 
teaches a method for measuring the relative accuracy of multiple analysts' estimates at one or 
more points in time for one or more events, comprising: generating, for each of the multiple 
analysts, for one or more events, at one or more points in time, a relative accuracy score by 
comparing the accuracy of an analyst's estimate for an event at a point in time relative to the 
average accuracy of the estimates for analysts having estimates for the event at that point in time; 
and generating individual relative accuracy ratings for each of the multiple analysts, for one or 
more events. 

Even though, the prior art of record teaches the above mentioned steps, the prior art of 
record fails to teach a computer-implemented method for measuring the relative accuracy of 
multiple analysts' estimates at one or more points in time for one or more events including the 
step of aggregating the relative accuracy score for an analyst over more than one point in time 
for a period of time, for a single event, to generate an analyst event score. For these reasons 
claim 101 is deemed to be allowable over the prior art of record, and claims 102-103, 106 and 
109-1 12 are allowed by dependency. 

Even though, the prior art of record teaches the above mentioned steps, the prior art of 
record fails to teach a computer-implemented method for measuring the relative accuracy of 
multiple analysts' estimates at one or more points in time for one or more events including the 
step of aggregating multiple relative accuracy scores for one analyst for one security for multiple 
events. For these reasons claim 107 is deemed to be allowable over the prior art of record, and 
claims 108, 114 and 1 17-1 19 are allowed by dependency. 
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Even though, the prior art of record teaches the above mentioned steps, the prior art of 
record fails to teach a computer-implemented method for measuring the relative accuracy of 
multiple analysts' estimates at one or more points in time for one or more events including the 
step of mapping relative accuracy scores to an accuracy rating system, wherein a relative 
accuracy score that falls within a predetermined range of relative accuracy scores is assigned an 
accuracy rating corresponding to that range, and the accuracy rating has corresponding symbols, 
where the number of symbols signifies the relative accuracy of an analyst. For these reasons 
claim 125 is deemed to be allowable over the prior art of record, and claim 126 is allowed by 
dependency. 

Any comments considered necessary by Applicant must be submitted no later than the 
payment of the issue fee, and to avoid processing delays, should preferably accompany the issue 
fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled Comments on Statement of Reasons for 
allowance. 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

(a) Klein (US Patent 5,845,285) (December 1, 1998) Computer System and Method of 
Data Analysis 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dr. Narayanswamy Subramanian whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-6751. The examiner can normally be reached Monday-Thursday from 8:30 AM to 
7:00 PM. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
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supervisor, Hyung Sub Sough can be reached at (571) 272-6799. The fax number for Formal or 
Official faxes and Draft to the Patent Office is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PMR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PMR only. For more information about the PMR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Dr. N. Subramanian 1 
September 15,2006 





HANI M. KAZtMl 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



